Subjects were first presented dichoptically with two sets By taking advantage of the perceptual phenomenon of spectrally identical (control) surfaces (Figure 2A) . In of color contrast, we show that physically identical this condition, subjects readily fused the two images monocular stimuli tend to rival-not fuse-when they and reported a cyclopean image that was identical signify different objects at the same location in visual to each of the monocular images. Subjects were then space. Conversely, when physically different monopresented with the same surfaces within two different cular stimuli are likely to represent the same object chromatic contexts (shown in Figure 2B ). These panels at the same location in space, fusion is more likely to were created to provide spectral information that would result. The data suggest that what competes for visual change the probable sources (i.e., reflectance). Specifiawareness in the two eyes is not the physical similarity cally, in Figure 2B , the neutral returns from the surfaces between images but the similarity in their perceptual/ in the left panel are relatively consistent with the experiempirical meaning.
dominance if the context in which they are viewed sugdespite the spectral identity of the surfaces upon which the probes were presented (t ϭ 3.3; p Ͻ 0.01). During the gests that they arise from different objects.
An alternative explanation for these observations, experiment, subjects were only asked to perform the size-matching task and not to indicate whether they however, is that the physically identical targets fused while the surrounds competed for perceptual domiwere aware of the probes. However, subjects did report that the visibility of the probes was more difficult in nance; the perceptually dominant surround then influenced the perception of the fused targets, thereby giving some stimulus configurations. Presumably, this affected performance by producing psychometric functions with the impression that the targets were competing for perceptual dominance. To address this issue, we detera shallower slope and thus higher thresholds. Another possible confounding factor was that the difmined the degree of suppression that occurred when subjects viewed these stimuli. Two probes were briefly ferences in spatial complexity and spectral contrast that were evident between the context and noncontext consuperimposed on two of the target surfaces in the suppressed eye, and the subjects' task was simply to indiditions could have influenced performance in this task. Accordingly, we created control stimuli that contained cate which of the probes was larger (see Experimental Procedures). The results shown in Figure 2C demonthe same average chromaticity and spatial complexity but that had a diminished illusion of color contrast strate that, under these conditions, the ability to discriminate the probe size was attenuated when subjects [14, 15]. In addition, we compared relative performance when the probes were routed to either the dominant or viewed the images in Figure 2B compared to Figure 2A , For determination of whether context can also enhance chromatic fusion, subjects were presented with the two stereograms shown in (A) and (B) . The results for these experiments are presented in (C). The graph represents the average threshold (n ϭ 7) for the size-matching task for all participants. The results show that the ability to detect physical differences between the test probes was significantly better in condition (B) than in condition (A). Scale bars represent one standard error. the suppressed eye. To control for whether the differDespite the similarity in the physical contrast between the target surfaces and surround, the suppression/domence in performance in the size-matching task involving the probes on the target surfaces in Figure 2A versus 2B inance ratio of the size-matching task was significantly reduced when subjects viewed the panels in Figure 2B could be explained by the addition of different spectral surrounds, we presented subjects with two further stecompared to Figures 3A and 3B (F ϭ 3.4 ; p Ͻ 0.05). Thus, the attenuation in probe discrimination during the reograms (Figure 3) . In Figure 3A , the target surfaces in Figures 2A and 2B are superimposed on uniform sursuppression phase of rivalry was only apparent when the context was consistent with the achromatic panels rounds that have the same spatial chromatic average as the corresponding panels in Figure 2B . In Figure 3B , giving rise to the perception of blue or yellow objects rather than being a function of lower-level changes to the targets are superimposed on the same averaged spectral backgrounds but also include the structural the surround. outlines of the elements that are apparent in Figure 2B 
